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Dear I\4r. Kram e r:

Enclosed is the Final C)rder issued by the r\ssociate Administrator for Pipeline Salety in the
above-re1'erence cl case . It makes iindings of violation and finds that you have completecl 1he
corrective actions proposed ir.r the Notice . This casc is norv closed. Your rece ipt olthe Final Order
constitutes seruice of that docrLmenl undcr 49 C.F.R. $ 190.5.
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Sincerely,

G"vendolyr M.
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In the Nlatter of

Pacific Opcrators Offshore, hrc.

Rcspondenl.

CPF No. 56902

I:INAL ORDER

Dur i ngAp r i l  2 -4  1996 ,pu rsuan r to49LJ .S .C .$60 l lT ,a rep resen ta t i veo f t hcO f f i ceo fP ipehne
Safety (OPS) conductecl an on-site pipcline safety ir-rspection of Respondcnt's facilities antl records
in Ventura. Clali lornia and offshore on Plirtibrms Llouchin and Hogan. As a resirlt of the inspectior.r,

the Director, Westcrn Rcgion. OPS tssuecl 1o Rcspondent, by letter datecl May 28, 1996, a Notice of
Probable Violatior.r and Proposed Compliancc Order (Notice). h accordance with 49 Cl.F"R.

$ 190.207, the Noticc proposed finding that Respondenl had violated 49 Cl.F.R $$ 192.605(a),

195.402(a), i99.7 and 199.2()2, and proposed that Respondent take certain measures to conecf tJre

allegecl vioiations.

Respondcnt rcsponcied to the Notice by letter datcd Jr,rne 20, 1996 (Response). Respondent did not

contest thc allegations but recpLested morc time to comply u'ith one of the proposed coreclive

actions. h.r a letter datcd Septenrbcr 1 1 , 1996. the \!'estcrrr Rcgional Director grarrted Respondent

an extension. Respontlent strbmitteci i irrther response on October 30., 1996, on Aprti 30, 2002 and

August i0, 2002. Rcspondent dtd not requcsi a hcaring, and therefore has rvaived its riglrt to onc.

FINDINGS O.I UQIATTQN

Item i in thc Noticc alleged lhat Responclent had violated 8192'605(a) becausc rt did not havc a

manual o f i.'., ritten procedures krr its natural gas pipeline systcttt. This regulaliott rcclulres iitl operator

to prcpare and ibllou' fbl each natural gas pipe l ine, a nlanual of rvriLtcn procedttres l-trr corrductirtg

operations ancl mainLcnance activities anci f-or eme fgcltcy response. Respondent drtl not contest thls

allcgation. On Octobcr 30, 1996, Resporrdent subrnitted a manual of rvt ' i l terr proccdures tbr

colducting operation and maiutenance acLivit ie s on its subse a gas pipclines. Accordingiy, I l lncl thi it

Rcspoldeut violared ,+9 C F.R. r\ 192.605(a) bccause it did not have a rvritten rranttal addressing

proccdules fbt operations, maintenirnce and curcrgencies for its natttral gas pipclines rvhen the

inspect ion took p lacc in  Apr i l  199b.

)

)
)
)
)

)



/.

Item 2 alleged that Responclcnt violaLed 49 C.tr.R. $ 195.402 (a), u' lr ich rerluircs that an operator of
a hazardorLs Liclrrici pipelirrc prepare and lbllorv fol each pipelinc sJ/stc1n a manual of rvrittcn
proceclures fbr conclucting normal operations and nraintcnancc activit ies and handling abnon.nal
operations atrd cnrergencies. The Notice alleged that Rcspondcnt's manual lackcd rlany of the
r,, 'r i ttot proccdures lcquircd to bc in fhc nranual. Rcspondent did not contest this ailegation and
submrttcd a manual for its irazardous liquid pipciine opelations on April 30, 2002 rvith furlher
rq,isiotts Augusl ,10. 2002. Accordingil,. I l l id that Respondent violatecl 49 C.F.R. { 19.5.402(a)
becarLse rvhen thc inspection took placc ir April L 996, it dicl not have a rvritten manual of proceclures
addressing operations, maintenlncc lnd ;urelqcucies for its hazarclous l iquiri pipclincs.

Item 3 allegctl t l tat Rcspondent cl icl not have a r,r,r itte n anti-drug plan as required by 49 C.f .R. S\ 199.7.
Respondent did not contest this allcgation and submitted its anti-drug plan on October 30, i996.
Accordir.rslv. I find that Rcspondel')t vioiatccl $ 199.7 because it did not have a rvdtten anti-clrun plan
when the irrspectior.r took place in April 1996.

Item 4 allegecl that Respondcnt violated $ 199.202 for r-rot havir.rg a written alcohol mrsuse plan that
confoms to the requircrncnts of subpart C it.r Parl 199, and to the DOT alcohoi testing requirenrents
in Part 40. Respondent did not contest this allcgation and submitted its alcohol nrisuse plan o1r
October 30, 1996. Accordingly. I f incl that Respondent violated 49 C.F.R. $ 199.202 because it did
not havc a rvrittcn alcohol misuse plan wherL the inspection took piace in Apnl 1996.

These findings of violation u,i1l be considered prior offbnses in any subsequent cnfotcement action
takcn aeainst Resr-rondent.

CON,iPLIANCE ORDER

Thc Notr ce pr-oposed a compliance order f.or the fouriterns. Rcspondent has detnonstratecl corrective
actior.r addlessing the items in the propose d compliance order. Respondent submitted its nianual for
gas operations and its anti- i lrug ard alcohol nrisuse plan on October i0, i996. On April 30, 2002,
Respoirdent subrrittecl its manual fbr lrazardolrs liqr"rid operations, with additional revisions lo the
plan on r\ugust 10,2002. Because Rcspondcnt's actions satisfied the proposecl compliance tems.
no neecl exjsts 1o issue a compiiance order.

Thc tcrrrs and coudil ions of this I inal Orclcr irre ctTcctive on receipt.
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